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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This is in response to the RCE filed on 30 May 2006. 

2. Claims 1-18 are pending in the application. 

3. Claims 1-18 have been rejected. 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR LI 14 

4. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 37 
CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is eligible 
for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been 
timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 
1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 30 May 2006 has been entered. 

Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant's arguments filed 30 May 2006 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

On pages 6 and 7, the applicant argues that Krishnaswami fails to discuss the use of a 
"communication medium" as presently claimed to restore the modified file. The applicant 
argues that it is unclear from the section of Krishnaswami as cited by the examiner whether the 
restoration of the files is done manually at the location of the system having the corrupt file or by 
any other means. 

The examiner respectfully disagrees. Krishnaswami discloses that all local tasks can be 
performed remotely. Krishnaswami discloses that the remote processing devices are linked 
through a communications network. Also in claim 10 of the Krishnaswami reference, it is 
disclosed that a computer system receives update packages for files that have been changed. 
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. Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 

* 

basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

6. Claims 1-3, 6, 7, 9-11, 14, 15 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Krishnaswami et al U.S. Patent No. 6,618,735 Bl. 

As to claims 1 and 10, Krishnaswami et al discloses a method for maintaining the 
integrity of a file at a remote location via a communication medium, comprising the steps of: 

performing an integrity check on the file [column 5, lines 10-28]; 

redirecting to a install module if the integrity check fails [column 5, lines 44-59]; and 

reinstalling the file at the remote location via the communication medium, thereby 
maintaining the integrity of the file [column 6, lines 16-59], 

As to claims 2 and 11, Krishnaswami et al discloses that the step of performing the 
integrity check comprises the steps of: 

using an algorithm on the file to produce a remote value; 

communicating the remote value to an integrity module via the communication medium; 

using the algorithm on a mirror file to produce a secure value, wherein the mirror file is a 
valid copy of the file; and 

communicating that the integrity check passed if the remote value and the secure value 
are equivalent [column 7, lines 9-25]. 
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As to claims 3 and 18, Krishnaswami et al discloses that the algorithm is a hash algorithm 
[column 6, lines 60-62]. 

As to claims 6 and 14, Krishnaswami et al discloses that the communication medium is 
the Internet [column 3, lines 47-59]. 

As to claims 7 and 15, Krishnaswami et al discloses that the communication medium is a 
local network [column 3, lines 47-59]. 

As to claims 9 and 17, Krishnaswami et al discloses that the remote location is an 
authentication control component [column 7, lines 9-25]. 

Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC §103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 4 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Krishnaswami et al U.S. Patent No. 6,618,735 Bl as applied to claims 1 and 10 above, and 
further in view of Logan U.S. Patent No. 6,665,659 Bl. 

As to claims 4 and 12, Krishnaswami et al does not teach that the step of redirecting to 
the install module comprises modifying the address of the install module to include a parameter 
to indicate the remote location of the file. Krishnaswami et al does not teach that the step of 
redirecting to the install module comprises producing, from the remote location, a request based 
on the modified address. Krishnaswami et al does not teach that the step of redirecting to the 
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install module comprises communicating the request to the install module in the login page that 
instantiated the file at the remote location. 

Logan teaches modifying the address of an install module to include a parameter to 
indicate the remote location of the file. Logan teaches redirecting to an install module comprises 
producing, from the remote location, a request based on the modified address. Logan teaches 
redirecting to an install module comprises communicating the request to the install module in the 
login page that instantiated the file at the remote location [column 8, lines 40-51]. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have modified Krishnaswami et al so that the address of an 
install module would have been modified to include a parameter that indicated the remote 
location of the file. A request based on the modified address would have been produced, from 
the remote location. The request would have been communicated to the install module in the 
login page that instantiated the file at the remote location. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Krishnaswami et al by the teaching of Logan because it 
enables an user to locate desired information and to differentiate between different items of such 
information based on its attributes [column 1, lines 59-61]. 
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8. Claims 5 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Krishnaswami et al U.S. Patent No. 6,618,735 Bl as applied to claims 1 and 10 above, and 
further in view of Gauvin et al U.S. Patent No. 5,991,760. 

As to claims 5 and 13, Krishnaswami et al does not teach that the step of reinstalling the 
remote file comprises generating a reinstallation web page, by the install module, based on a 
request from the remote location. Krishnaswami et al does not teach that the step of reinstalling 
the remote file comprises communicating the reinstallation web page, via the communication 
medium, to the remote location. Krishnaswami et al does not teach that the step of reinstalling 
the remote file comprises reinstalling the remote file at the remote location. 

Gauvin et al teaches generating a reinstallation web page, by the install module, based on 
a request from the remote location. Gauvin et al teaches reinstalling the remote file comprises 
communicating the reinstallation web page, via the communication medium, to the remote 
location. Gauvin et al teaches reinstalling the remote file at the remote location [column 6, lines 
17-60]. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have modified Krishnaswami et al so that a reinstallation web 
page would have been generated, by the install module, based on a request from the remote 
location. The remote file would have been reinstalled by communicating the reinstallation web 
page, via the communication medium, to the remote location. The remote file would have been 
reinstalled at the remote location. 
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It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Krishnaswami et al by the teaching of Gauvin et al because 
it provides a user with a clean updated version of the file [column 2, lines 12-28]. 
9. Claims 8 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Krishnaswami et al U.S. Patent No. 6,618,735 Bl as applied to claims 1 and 10 above, and 
further in view of Satyanarayana et al U.S. Patent No. 5,909,429. 

As to claims 8 and 16, Krishnaswami et al does not teach that the communication 
medium is a wireless network. 

Satyanarayana et al teaches a communication network that is a wireless network as well 
as its benefits [column 6 line 66 to column 7 line 9]. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have modified Krishnaswami et al so that the communication 
medium was a wireless network. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Krishnaswami et al by the teaching of Satyanarayana et al 
because wireless networks eliminate the need for connectors and wires at the, provides an 
opportunity for testing the operation of the nodes prior to completion of installation of the 
network (and prior to execution of the network initialization routine), and reduces the cost and 
time required for installation of the wireless network [column 9, lines 37-47]. 
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Conclusion 



10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Aravind K. Moorthy whose telephone number is 571-272-3793. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 8:00-5:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ayaz R. Sheikh can be reached on 571-272-3795. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Aravind K Moorth 
June 12,2006 
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